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In the Matter of

Amendment of Part 25 of the Commission's
Rules to Establish Rules and Policies
Pertaining to the Second Processing Round
of the Non-Voice, Non-Geostationary
Mobile Satellite Service

To: The Commission

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

IB Docket No. 96-220

RESPONSE OF FINAL ANALYSIS COMMUNICATION SERVICES, INC.

Request for Leave to File Pleading

Pursuant to Sections 1.45 and 1.415 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.45

and 1.415, Final Analysis Communication Services, Inc. ("Final Analysis"), by its attorneys,

respectfully requests leave to file this additional pleading in the above captioned proceeding

to provide a limited response to new technical information concerning its proposed system

that has been placed in the record.

Specifically, in its Reply filed in this proceeding on January 13, 1997, Leo One USA

Corporation ("Leo One USA") submitted a technical study which purports to be an analysis

of Final Analysis's proposed Non-Voice Non-Geostationary Mobile Satellite Service ("NVNG

MSS") system. As Final Analysis's interests in this proceeding will be directly prejudiced if

Leo One USA's contentions are accepted, the public interest requires acceptance of this

Response. Acceptance will not prejudice other parties as the issue raised concerns only Final

Analysis.
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New Technical Information Filed Concerning Final Analysis is Misleading

In its Reply, Leo One USA has submitted, in Appendix D, a study prepared for it by

Autometric, Inc.! and, in Appendix C, an interpretation of that study purporting to show that

Final Analysis's proposed constellation could be implemented with virtual 100% availability

of its "design goal"2 while time sharing with NOAA MetSats in the 137-138 MHz bands

("NOAA bands").3 Final Analysis files this Response with the sole purpose of clarifying

that Leo One USA's analysis does not model or represent Final Analysis's proposed system,

and further that Final Analysis disputes Leo One USA's technical assumptions, which also

are not consistent with the input provided by the Commission. 4 Consequently, the results

are totally irrelevant to any consideration of assignment of frequencies to Final Analysis.

! Autometric, Inc. is the same entity that prepared the Satellite Interference Study
presented as Attachment A to Exhibit 2 of Final Analysis's December 20, 1996 Comments.
As clarified in the attached letter by Autometric, when input assumptions are clarified, the
studies prepared by Autometric for Final Analysis and Leo One USA are not inconsistent and
correctly show that significant outages would occur under the parameters specified in the
Commission's proposal.

2 Leo One USA's use of this undefined term is misleading. Final Analysis's "design
goal" is to achieve as much availability as possible within the time sharing requirements that
ultimately are decided in this proceeding. As there are too many variables still outstanding,
Final Analysis's ultimate "design goal," as it relates to percentage of outage times, has not
yet been, and cannot be, determined until the final band plan specifics and coordination
criteria have been decided. Thus, no particular quantitative values can be presumed by Leo
One USA. Instead, the Commission should focus on more objective factors, such as the
outage calculations presented in Final Analysis's Comments.

3 These downlink bands correspond to those in Leo One USA's proposed "System B. "

4 Final Analysis's primary concern, as discussed in detail below, is assumption
underlying Leo One USA's analysis that user terminals will be designed with frequency agile
receivers. Other technical assumptions include the fact that Leo One USA has directed
Autometric to use a 5 degree rather than 0 degree elevation mask angle. Final Analysis has
previously said that 5 degrees is preferable but is not the technical parameter proposed by the
Commission in this proceeding. See Final Analysis Reply at 17.
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Leo One states in Appendix C, p. 1, that the Autometric study submitted by Final

Analysis was performed "without consideration of means for avoiding service outages when

time sharing with NOAA satellites;" and further that "[c]onsiderable improvement in

availability of service is achieved with the incorporation of frequency hopping." Autometric,

in its report attached to Leo One USA's Reply, confirms that the "study assumes that NVNG

satellites have the ability to switch to the opposite MetSat-band/channel whenever NVNG

satellite footprints overlap that of a MetSat footprint. "5 As further clarified in the letter

from Autometric attached to this Response, the study also necessarily assumes that such

frequency hopping capability is included in user terminal receivers as well as in the satellites.

The use of such a frequency hopping approach in the receiver portion of the user

terminal is a strategy that has been espoused only by Leo One USA. Indeed, it is an

approach that Final Analysis expressly has stated that it will not use. 6 Final Analysis

believes that the approach is seriously flawed from both a technical and business standpoint.

It would have a serious deleterious impact on the cost of user terminals and the marketability

of NVNG MSS services. In short, the analysis submitted by Leo One USA proves nothing

with respect to Final Analysis.

It is extremely curious that Leo One USA should expend so much effort to defend the

potential of sharing in the NOAA bands, using its own technical and business plan

5 Leo One USA Reply, Appendix D, p. 1.

6 Final Analysis's satellites are designed for frequency agility, but the terminals are
designed as simply as possible, to operate on only one receive frequency, to maximize the
affordability and reliability of the service. This is most consistent with widely accepted
market analyses as well as principles espoused at the 1996 International Telecommunications
Union World Telecommunications Policy Forum on Global Mobile Personal Communications
by Satellite that recognize that it is critical that NVNG MSS services remain as affordable as
possible.
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assumptions, to prove a level of availability for Final Analysis, which does not share those

technical and business assumptions. At best, Leo One USA's analysis proves only that Leo

One USA assumes that its approach to time sharing maximizes availability of these bands. It

follows that the public interest would best be served by assignment of these NOAA bands to

Leo One USA.
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Conclusion

Leo One USA has made clear that it is looking to the Commission for a resolution of

this proceeding on the record. 7 Final Analysis submits that the contributions to the record

made by Leo One USA can be viewed as support only for its own proposed system design

and business plan, and certainly not that of Final Analysis. Leo One USA's Reply only

further bolsters the evidence that, under the band segment and sharing plan Final Analysis

suggested in its Reply, Leo One USA should be assigned to System B.

Respectfully submitted,

FINAL ANALYSIS COMMUNICATION SERVICES, INC.

By:
Philip V. Permut
Aileen A. Pisciotta
Peter A. Batacan
KELLEY, DRYE & WARREN L.L.P.
1200 19th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
(202) 955-9600

Its Attorneys
January 16, 1997

7 In footnote 121 of its Reply, Leo One USA indicates that it has abandoned efforts to
achieve an industry solution.
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13'30 1JIvancss Drive, ·SuitQ;:3SO
Colorado SP. Calorlldo~
7l9-6JH~3:a :fAX: 719-631-85$5

lSJanuaty,l997

Mr. Nader Nodanlo
Pinal ADalysi&, Inc.
9701-E Pbiladelphfa a.
LaDbam Mo,: 207064400

Dear Mr. ModanIo.

'lbefollowiDg IstubmiUed in iespopse to 'Jour questions regardmg NOAAiDteIfe~studiel~
by AutoInetrif.lnc...as tasked by variotB orpnnatiOD& in reaponse to the FCC Notice:ofProposed ,Rule
MakiDg (FCC 96-426).

Any teelmical studies uadertakenby Automotrie ate c:codocted strictly in accot4ance With input
pamnclel$ uid assumpdona as speci6ed by our customeJ& 11tese can afFect the~~ults aDd ,
oo~,WfUdt is why aU analyses beein with clearly statedassumptioPs ancJ methodoJQ&its. S~y
inputs aDd assmnptions used aie the mspomlbtllty of individual customeD aud may or IDaY not tefled
individ..I CDdwlo-cDd satellite .ystanconsmatioos such as user ground system capabilities. affordibi1ity.
or marktdns considerations.

For enmpJe,'at the direction ciP'aJ Analysis Inc.~ the TYPSAT oonstellatioa used in the Novem~15,
1996 study was notioDal and JJbt dcscdptive of any specific consteDatlon proposed to tllcF~and iwIs
not used by Autometric in anyoilier Studies. The BSSumptioosuscd in this &tudy were;

t. 1n6erfereDce was~ pDIJIibIe anytime the zero-depe elevation angle tbotprints ofthe
TYPSAT:iatenttes iDteneeted(witb tb8 five NOAA aatemtes.
2. 'The analysis was performed over. tweaty-four periods tor beIt2r avetaging.
3. All NOAAsateIlite epIlem~ris was DOtioaal in nature. The iDdination foe the five satclJitat used in·tbis
study was Sun syncbronous..had ascen<ting times that wete one boUT apltt betwef;n IDdividual
satellites.

In aD Automeb'ic study commissioDed by another customer, the FAa; constellation WIS modeled~
an iDformatJoncontaitwl in~ current Final Analysis FCC ftIlDg. N~: f1W.t1fId;Y inC1uded·aJI ,
aasuMJ'IioIt ofa Itlkl& frtqWmc.y sIR/fRJg copabiIity. TIti.f study did not ref/«:tindMdU/llend...ltJ-iend
aakllilesj'S1Ul con.riderrztitms nidi as ruer grOUlld81,rem copabilitia, a}fordflbility,:or marketing
comidertnitJfts, i.e. Mo'MW, at II«FiIIDlAMlysil was COII8ideriItg.•impl~of1lJll1lipk :
frequency ft8US ~rmiIuzb. Stltelliles tnwmitting ill multiple /NqlJmlcia~ IISe1' terminals th.tn QrtJ

abk 1O,et:eiw ill mullip1efre~. SUch COII3ideradolu could nsult in 3igni!ictilft differenai in
downIiIIk~widwtd interfmm~.



Autometric R.mai1lS committed to providing Final Analysis and all customers with high fidelity study
resul1B, based on customer inputs and publicly available information. Autometric's approach to the$c:
studies is oDe ofan honest broker. Siucc Autometric conducts studies for a variety ofcustomem with
different rtqWremen1s., we do 'DOt make value judgments about entering assumptions provided by the
customer, unless there is an obvioua technical error or coDtmdicrioo.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Wanda Borrero-Turner, a legal secretary at Kelley Drye & Warren LLP, hereby
certify that on this 16th day of January 1997, true copies of the foregoing " Response of
Final Analysis Communications Services, Inc. " have been sent via first-class U.S. mail,
postage prepaid, or hand delivered as indicated to:

*Chairman Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 802
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Susan Ness
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 832
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Rachelle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 844
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Donald H. Gips, Chief
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 830
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Thomas S. Tycz, Chief
Satellite & Radiocommunications Division
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 811
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Karen Kornbluh
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W .
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Cecily C. Holiday, Deputy Chief
Satellite & Radiocommunications Division
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W ., Room 520
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Joslyn Read, Assistant Chief
Satellite & Radiocommunications Division
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 818
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Paula Ford
Satellite & Radiocommunications Division
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N. W., 5th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Cassandra Thomas
Satellite & Radiocommunications Division
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 810
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Fern J. Jarmulnek, Chief
Satellite Policy Branch
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, D.C. 20554



*Harold Ng, Chief
Satellite Engineering Branch
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 512
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Damon C. Ladson
Satellite & Radiocommunications Division
International Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 803
Washington, D.C. 20554

International Transcription Services, Inc.
2100 M Street, N.W.
Suite 140
Washington, D.C. 20037

Bill Gamble, Director
Office of Spectrum Plans and Policies
National Telecommunications and
Information Administration
Department of Commerce, Room 4099
Washington, D.C. 20230

William T. Hatch, Project Manager
National Telecommunications and
Information Administration
1401 Constitution Avenue, Room 4076
Washington, D. C. 20230

Albert Halprin
Stephen L. Goodman
Halprin, Temple & Goodman
Suite 650 East Tower
1100 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
Counsel for ORBCOMM

Henry Goldberg
Joseph Godles
Goldberg, Godles, Wiener & Wright
1229 19th Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for VITA
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*Robert A. Mazer
Albert Shuldiner
Vinson & Elkins
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Counsel for LEO ONE USA

Peter Rohrbach
Julie Barton
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20004
Counsel for GE STARSYS

Phillip L. Spector
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison
1615 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for eTA

Leslie A. Taylor
Guy Christiansen
Leslie Taylor Associates, Inc.
6800 Carlynn Court
Bethesda, MD 20817-4301
Counsel for E-SAT

*Dorothy Conway
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 234
Washington, D. C. 20554

Timothy Fain
OMB Desk Officer
725 17th Street, N.W.
10236 NEOB
Washington, D.C. 20503

Philip V. Otero
GE American Communications, Inc.
Four Research Way
Princeton, New Jersey 08540



Scott Blake Harris
Gibson Dunn & Crutcher
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington D. C. 20036

Charles Ergen, President
E-SAT, Inc.
90 Inverness Circle, East
Englewood, CO 80112

James A. Kirkland
Jennifer A. Purvis
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,

Glovsky and Popeo, P. C.
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20004

Clayton Mowry
Lon Levin
Satellite Industry Association
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

William D. Wallace
Crowell & Moring L.L.P.
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Thomas J. Keller
Verner, Lipfert, Bernhard,

McPherson and Hand, Chartered
901-15th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20005

Wayne V. Black
John Reardon
Susan L. Chenault
Keller and Heckman L.L. P.
1001 G. Street, N.W., Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

3

Gerald Musarra
Senior Director
Commercial Policy & Regulatory Affairs
Lockheed Martin Corporation
1725 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202

F. Thomas Tuttle, General Counsel
Patricia A. Mahoney, Senior Counsel

Regulatory Matters
Iridium L. L. C.
1401 H Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005

A.J. Cabodi
Vice President, Manufacturing
U. S. Oil & Refining Co.
3001 Marshall Avenue
Tacoma, WA 98421

Nelson Fetgatter
Vice President
Gamer Environmental Services, Inc.
314 Allen Genoa Road
Houston, TX 77017

Seiji Tanaka
Director General, Radio Department
Telecommunications Bureau
Ministry of Posts and
Telecommunications, Japan
1-3-2, Kasumigaseki
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
100-90 Japan

Paul A. Schuler
Clean Caribbean Cooperative
2381 Stirling Road
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33312

R.E. Miller
President
Clean Sound
110 West Dayton, Suite 202
Edmonds, WA 98020



Edward K. Roe
President
Clean Channel Association
111 East Loop North
Room 270
Houston, TX 77029

D. A. Lentsch
General Manager
P.O. Box 7314
Nikiski, Alaska 99635

Ingrid K. Hansen
Special Counsel
Legal Services Division
Texas General Land Office
1700 North Congress Avenue
Austin, TX 78701-1495

(* Via Hand Delivery)
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